ABSTRACT: is article examines the Framework for Participation: a research tool established to support a recently completed study. e research was undertaken to explore the relationship between achievement and inclusion because headteachers and teachers in some schools continue to resist becoming more inclusive in their student intake on the grounds that doing so has a negative e ect on the academic achievement of other students and will lower overall standards. Embedded in these professional concerns are a number of assumptions about the nature of educational inclusion and achievement, as well as how they a ect each other and how they might be measured. erefore, the aim of the research was to gain a nuanced understanding of the relationship between inclusion and achievement. As part of this work, the Framework was devised, providing a valuable structure for the collection, analysis, and presentation of detailed qualitative and quantitative data within a multi-site case study approach. e article explores the development of the Framework's principles, purposes, and structure, and describes how it was used in the project. In doing so, it examines ways in which the use of the Framework in case study research is methodologically distinct from other studies with similar concerns and interests.
1.BACKGROUND TO THE RESEARCH PROJECT
Improving both inclusion and achievement are clearly worthwhile and important educational aims, and this dual focus on the most vulnerable students and on all students is a welcome development. 3 However, a lack of clarity about meanings can make it di cult for teachers to know how best to proceed in developing policies and practices that will encourage schools to be highly e aims of the study were to examine the tensions noted above in the relationship between achievement and inclusion in schools, and to re ect on how they might be resolved. ree overarching questions shaped the research. ese were: (1) What is the relationship between achievement and inclusion? (2) How might a school's policies and practices raise the achievement and inclusion of all its students? and (3) What strategies might help teachers to understand, monitor, and develop all students' achievement and inclusion? To support a nuanced response to these questions, which would be meaningful to practitioners as well as to policy-makers, the work focused not on existing and generalized inequities in current national systems, but on a detailed understanding of the ways in which a small number of individual schools set out to accommodate variations amongst all their learners so that all can achieve, whether or not they have been identi ed as having disabilities, learning di culties, or special educational needs. us, the study was guided by Gould's 6 insight that trends (in this case towards greater inclusion and achievement) are about changes in variation within complete systems, rather than a complete process or entity moving in a single direction.
In line with these arguments, the research team decided to use the structure of a multi-site case study analysis to collect both detailed qualitative and quantitative data from four schools, two primary and two secondary. However, to support the eld work it was decided to develop a research tool that would ensure a structure for the data collection and subsequent analysis and presentation. is had to be su ciently exible to allow for di erences within and between the schools to be explored whilst also providing a coherence across the research as a whole. It had to enable the complexity of the key concepts to be examined as well as the ambiguity in the nature of the relationship between them. To undertake this work, the Framework for Participation was developed. us, it became the research tool used to construct the case studies of the four schools, as well as the methodological lens through which they were examined. 
THE EVOLUTION OF THE FRAMEWORK FOR PARTICIPATION
Of course, the Framework did not emerge from a methodological or conceptual void: rather it drew on earlier studies that have also explored how inclusion might be understood in the context of achievement. Over the last two decades much of this work has been in uenced by a shift in the reconceptualization of inclusion; that is, away from the notion of responding to the identi ed needs and/or disabilities of a small number of individual children and young people, and towards that of whole school improvement directed at enhancing the learning experiences, or achievement, of all children and young people. Ainscow, 7 for example, put forward the view that the development of more inclusive schools must necessarily correspond with strategies intended to bring about school improvements more generally. us, the focus for many researchers, policymakers, and practitioners has increasingly been on how schools as organizations can change to support all students, rather than on how individual children and young people should t into existing structures.
At the same time, some researchers have been wary of attempts to encapsulate the notion of an 'inclusive school', arguing against the fatuity of producing "yet another abstract blueprint of the ideal school". 8 Similarly, Dyson 9 has criticized research that leads to the production of simplistic inclusive 'checklists' that comprize self-evident items, such as the need for all members of a school to share an inclusive philosophy and belief system. Critics have argued that such ndings are truisms and of little value to policy-makers and practitioners who want guidance about how to bring about real changes in real schools. ese concerns have helped to develop a strong tradition in this eld of research of taking a case study approach: with schools in all their "messiness and inconsistencies" 10 at the centre of the work.
2.1.School case studies of inclusion and achievement
e use of a case study approach in the eld of inclusive education not only supports the notion of 'the school' as being important (both as a locus for the work and at the level of analysis) but also allows the kind of detailed contextual exploration of schools 11 that can provide a necessary counter to the criticisms of a checklist approach. As noted earlier, research in inclusive education can be highly problematic because of the elusive nature of its core de nitions, concepts, and practices. However, an inherent strength of the case study approach is that it is able to address such concerns precisely because it engages with "the complexity of social activity", 12 examining the detailed intricacies, uncertainties, and ambiguities of a school, and the experiences of its members. Furthermore, because it o ers the possibility of a more nuanced understanding of education and schools, it has the potential to make an important contribution to a research that is designed to explore the highly complex relationship between inclusion and achievement.
Indeed, over the last decade or so, a considerable number of such studies have been undertaken in which the primary purpose has been to examine various aspects of the concept of inclusion and, either directly or indirectly, its relationship to achievement within the context of real schools. An early example of this is the research undertaken by omas, Walker, and Webb 13 who examined the e ects of moving children with physical disabilities from a special school to mainstream provision. e focus of their research was on the attitudes of, and consequences for, members of both forms of schooling over the period of transition. e researchers explained that whilst they had research 'goals' there were "no clear research questions […] since there search must emerge from the process of research as it proceeds". 14 Corbett 15 provides another helpful illustration of a school case study that examines educational inclusion. She deliberately selected a school already well known to her because she considered it to be "exceptionally inclusive". 16 Not only was this decision integral to her research aims but, as she acknowledges, her assumptions also shaped her methodological approach. Her interest was in practice and speci cally what she called "connective pedagogy": 17 the ways in which sta work to support the learning and achievements of all children, but in particular those identi ed as having special educational needs. In contrast, Benjamin's 18 choice of school case study site was more pragmatic: the girls' secondary school in which she taught. Her study did not set out to examine inclusive practices that were 'exceptional' but to scrutinize the ordinary and everyday, by focusing on the "micro politics of inclusive education".
19 As with the other two studies, Benjamin's interest was in an identi ed group of learners: young women who were unlikely to achieve academically and for whom it might be argued that their experiences of school had not been inclusive. For this work, Benjamin adopted an open-ended ethnographic approach, in which she was a key participant within her own study. e purpose of drawing on these examples is to illustrate how a case study approach can support a number of di erent ways of examining inclusion and achievement and the complex nature of the relationship between them. In each of them, whilst the focus was on identi ed groups of learners, exploring the context of each school in terms of its organization and cultures was central to the work. us, each of these case study approaches allowed a deeper understanding by taking of the children and young people within the settings of real schools. is key purpose also underpins the Framework and hence its use to support a multi-site case study within the research project was outlined earlier. However, whilst there are variations in the approaches taken in the three examples of case studies described above, none was structured methodologically in any formal sense: the process of research evolved during the work. is is a signi cant distinction between these case studies compared with those undertaken using the Framework.
e Index of Inclusion: structuring the 'case'
Using a predetermined structure like the Framework to support a case study approach has its antecedents in the eld of inclusive education. Perhaps one of the most widely used is the Index of Inclusion.
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Indeed, the Framework shares a number of other important characteristics with the Index. Both are premised on clearly and explicitly articulated principles relating to inclusion. Furthermore, like the Framework, the concerns of the Index are far-ranging: it takes into account the experiences of all members and all aspects of a school. However, the Index is primarily a selfevaluation tool designed to support inclusive whole school improvement: what Ainscow 22 describes as "school improvement with attitude". Whilst the Framework is underpinned by similar principles, its main purpose is to support research rather than self-evaluation activities, although of course the divide between these two is not always distinct. Moreover, whilst both the Index and the Framework take the whole school as the locus of their exploration, in other ways, their scope is rather di erent. Because the Index is concerned with supporting school improvement, it is most successful when its processes are sustained and on-going and involve all members of a school. To support this, it o ers a comprehensive set of materials based around three 'dimensions' (inclusive cultures, policies, and practices), 44 'indicators' or statements of aspiration, and approximately 500 related 'questions'.
In contrast the Framework is a far more compact set of materials, appropriate to its particular and di erent purposes. It can certainly aid the collection of research evidence that might then support a process of school's improvement, however it does not set out to be a long-term selfevaluation tool. So, for example, a goal of the Index is, quite appropriately, to help schools to "create inclusive cultures", Here it provided a clear structure that enabled four di erent researchers to collect evidence from four di erent schools in ways that supported its analysis across and between both the schools and the researchers in a cohesive manner.
2.3.Large-scale national pupil datasets e evolution of the Framework was also shaped by the development of the National Pupil Database (NPD) in England. e NPD contains information about the attainments of students in terms of national standardized test results. Every student in the country is allocated a unique pupil number, allowing individual students' progress to be tracked over time. Furthermore, it is possible to combine these data with the demographic information submitted in the Pupil Level Annual Schools Census (PLASC).As a result, datasets can be produced containing not only details about students with regards to attainment, but also socio-economic status (through eligibility for free school meals and home post code), ethnicity, gender, age, rst language spoken, and details of any identi ed special educational needs. As we have noted elsewhere, this merging of the NPD with the PLASC has made it possible to explore the relationship between achievement and inclusion in ways which previously had not been possible.
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In the research project, we were interested in what such a dataset could contribute to our work. On the one hand, it seemed useful to explore questions about the e ects of including pupils with special educational needs on the achievement of others. 25 On the other hand, there was concern that a reliance on the analysis of quantitative data might promote a narrow view of both achievement and inclusion. at is, achievement might be reduced to performance scores in core curriculum subjects, thus disregarding achievements relating to other areas of the curriculum and aspects of children's lives. Similarly, inclusion might be restricted to focusing on the perceived learning di culties of a small number of individual children, rather than looking more broadly at the contexts in which all teaching and learning takes place. In addition, other concerns emerged about the technical accuracy of the data as well as the aspects relating to its validity and reliability.
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Some of these di culties were acknowledged in research commissioned by the DfES, which also drew on the NPD and PLASC. Dyson (et al.) 27 measured achievement in terms of the 
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, pp. -Kristine Black-Hawkins / The framework for participation: A research tool for exploring the relationship between achievement and inclusion in schools academic performance of schools in England according to national test results. eir intention was to examine whether a school's performance was a ected, either positively or negatively, by its level of 'inclusivity', as determined by the proportion of students placed on the school's special needs register. However, their ndings indicated that generally there was little or no relationship between achievement and inclusion when measured in this way. Furthermore, they recognized that calculating the proportion of students in a school, who have been identi ed as having special educational needs, says little about how far and in what ways the practices in that school are, or are not, inclusive. erefore, they supplemented their ndings from the datasets with case studies of 16 schools. ey argued that, in particular, " ere may be something to learn from schools which manage to reconcile high levels of inclusivity with high levels of attainment". 28 Our scrutiny of the NPD within the research project had led us to similar conclusions, but unlike the Dyson study, we did not use the proportion of students on a school's special needs register as a proxy for inclusion. Rather, we drew on the NPD to select schools that included both higher and lower proportions of students identi ed as having special educational needs. In addition, we sought the advice of local authority sta to ensure that all four schools enrolled a diverse student population from their local communities and were approaching the task of becoming more inclusive and raising achievement in a variety of ways. We then used the Framework to structure detailed case studies of these schools, so as to develop a deeper understanding of the complex relationship between achievement and inclusion and what this might mean in di erent settings.
THE FRAMEWORK FOR PARTICIPATION: PRINCIPLES, PURPOSES, AND STRUCTURE
One further study 29 was crucial to the evolution of the Framework, including the development of its principles, purposes, and structure. e aim of this work was to examine ways in which the cultures of a school support and/or impede opportunities for all its members to participate in the life of that school. Indeed, understanding the relationship between school culture and the development of more inclusive policies and practices has been important to educationalists for some years now. 30 Similarly, it was a consideration, either explicitly or implicitly, in each of the studies referred to in the previous section.
Central to the author's earlier work was an in-depth study which examined how school cultures are constituted, reproduced, and changed. 31 A number of elements were identi ed as shaping and constraining those cultures, and the inter-relationship between these elements and the values and is conceptual understanding of school culture, and each of its composite elements, was explored in depth in terms of the participation of members in a school's community. Participation was seen as a way of bringing together the notions of inclusion and achievement, and in so doing, broadening and strengthening the conceptualization of both. is view of participation, developed through this research and its examination of school cultures, was then used to underpin each of the principles of the Framework, as discussed in the following section of this article. us, in contrast to the view that inclusion and achievement are incompatible, the research argued that inclusion without achievement is of limited value, and likewise there can be little worthwhile achievement without inclusion. e following de nition by Booth is also useful here:
"Participation in education involves going beyond access. It implies learning alongside others and collaborating with them in shared lessons. It involves active engagement with what is learnt and taught, and having a say in how education is experienced. But participation also involves being recognised for oneself and being accepted for oneself. I participate with you, when you recognise me as a person like yourself, and accept me for who I am." 33 at is, if a school's community aims to support its students (and sta as well) to participate in these ways, then opportunities must be provided for everyone to be included and to achieve.
e strength of the connection between these two concepts is paramount. us, the inclusion of a child in a school has little meaning unless s/he also experiences achievement, and that child is unlikely to achieve unless s/he are included, which in turn necessitates her/his participation.
Nevertheless, as a concept, participation (indeed, rather like culture, inclusion, and achievement) can be a slippery and elusive term. Pirrie and Head, 34 for example, provide a forceful critique of its use and misuse. ey criticize both governments and academics for providing unhelpful, inaccurate, and even 'banal' interpretations, and they are particularly scathing of "the notion of 'full participation"', describing it as a "chimera". ey state: " e point, simply, is that participation is not a constant. e degree to which an individual (or indeed a group) participates can vary according to circumstances". 35 However, the Framework does not promote the notion that participation is ever 'fully' attainable or that it is unchanging, but rather that it requires our careful vigilance: it is not a state that can somehow be arrived at or xed. argues, participation can be a most useful "metaphor" 36 for educationalists because it "promotes an interest in people in action rather than in people 'as such'". 37 Although her concern is primarily with processes of learning, her focus on 'action' has a strong resonance with the intentions of the Framework. 2. is a never-ending process, closely connected to barriers to participation; 3. is concerned with responses to diversity; 4. is distanced conceptually from notions of 'special educational needs'; 5. requires learning to be active and collaborative for all; 6. necessitates the active right of members to 'join in'; and 7. is based on relationships of mutual recognition and acceptance.
e principles of the Framework
e seven key principles (see Table 1 ) that underpin the Framework draw directly on the earlier study. 38 In so doing, they intend to provide a more subtle and detailed appreciation of the concept of participation, not least as a counter to criticisms such as those set out by Pirrie and Head. 39 Integral to the principles are the values and beliefs formed within the cultures of a school, which shape and are shaped by the participation of students and sta . ese principles also acknowledge that participation will, and sometimes should, vary for di erent members within and across schools, and that such variations are partly in uenced by broader social, economic, and political factors. e details of each principle are discussed below.
Principle 1: Participation impacts upon all members of a school and all aspects of school life. Participation, because it concerns both achievement and inclusion, necessarily relates to the experiences of all members of a school: sta and parents/carers, as well as students. It does not therefore only apply to a speci c group, or groups, of students categorized as having special educational needs. Indeed, using this term to describe students may act as a barrier to their participation. 40 Similarly, participation is also concerned with all aspects of the life of a school and not just the teaching and learning which occur in classrooms, although this too is important. It relates to a school's formal policies and practices as well as the countless daily interactions that take place amongst its members. Principle 2: Participation is a never-ending process, closely connected to barriers to participation.
To make sense of participation, it is necessary to understand its close relationship to barriers to participation: increasing participation reduces barriers to participation and vice versa. However, these processes are not always easy to identify. ey can be complex, ambiguous, and opaque. Activities in a school may increase participation for some whilst reinforcing barriers to participation for others. ese interconnected and never-ending processes are constantly shifting and may be di cult to change. 41 Whilst there can be no such institution as a fully participatory one, it is an aspiration well worth pursuing.
Principle 3: Participation is concerned with responses to diversity.
Participation is concerned with responses to all forms of diversity within a school. ese include understandings of, and attitudes towards, ethnicity, 42 gender, 43 class, 44 disability, 45 and ability. 46 As demonstrated in all these texts, discrimination is often subtle and complex, sometimes unintended, and rarely straightforward; see, for example, Gillborn and Youdell's 47 exploration of the interplay between poverty, class, ethnicity, and gender in the educational experiences of students. However, the devaluation of any member of a school, for whatever reasons, forms a barrier to their participation. is is not to suggest that all students receive identical learning experiences but rather that their diversity is recognized and used 'as a rich resource to support the learning of all'. 48 us, it is about being equitable towards learners; it is not about denying di erences between them. However carefully a word is de ned, the ways in which it is understood by others are also partly determined by how they choose to use it themselves. is is not just a matter of word play. e concept of inclusion continues to be shaped by past interpretations and in particular their association with the notion of the physical presence and absence of students in mainstream schools. Indeed, in many texts which argue for a wider whole-school interpretation of inclusion, there has remained an enduring focus on speci c groups of students identi ed as having learning di culties. 49 e concept of participation does not carry this burden of the past. And, although participation is, rightly, concerned with physical access to and within schools, this is only one aspect of a much broader understanding of schools and education, which encompasses all students and sta engaging in activities inside and outside classrooms.
Principle 5: Participation requires opportunities for learning to be active and collaborative for all.
Participation requires the active and collaborative learning of students, in which they make choices about what they learn as well as how they work together to support each other's learning, that is, being "actively involved". 50 is is not, therefore, about 'special' provision for 'special' students who are considered to have learning di culties. To paraphrase the title of Hart's book, 51 it is about the enhancement of all students' learning "through innovative thinking", and using available resources, including students and other sta , in creative ways. is understanding of participatory learning can also be extended to include members of sta participating in active and collaborative learning with their colleagues and therefore working towards what Southworth 52 termed, over a decade ago, a "learning school". 53 e contribution of all teaching and nonteaching sta , as well as students and parents/carers, should be recognized and di erences acknowledged, encouraged, and welcomed because they provide a range of experiences, expertise, and interests that make up the membership of a school.
Principle 6: Participation necessitates the active right of members to 'join in'.
Inclusion may suggest a passivity on the part of members of a school, whereas participation stresses the notion of actively 'joining in'. With the former, therefore, there is a sense of the conditional: members are allowed, even if perhaps encouraged by others, to be included. With the latter, participation is a right that is shared by all. However, this in turn also implies reciprocal Principle 7: Participation is based on relationships of mutual recognition and acceptance.
ere are useful parallels between the concept of participation and Fielding's 55 understanding of the nature of "schools as communities" 56 and "person-centred" schools. In both the quality of relationships between members of a school is crucial. Fielding draws on the work of the philosopher Macmurray 57 who argued that relationships should be based on the two fundamental principles of freedom and equality:
"If we do not treat one another as equals, we exclude freedom from the relationship. Freedom too, conditions equality. For if there is restraint between us there is fear; and to counter the fear we must seek control over its object, and attempt to subordinate the other person to our own power. Any attempt to achieve freedom without equality, or to achieve equality without freedom, must, therefore be self-defeating." 58 is emphasis on 'freedom' and 'equality' also relates to the rights and responsibilities noted in the sixth principle. at is, members have the right to be themselves whilst accepting the responsibility for valuing other members as their equals. Macmurray, 59 however, does not de ne equality in terms of assimilation, stating: "It is precisely the recognition of di erence and variety amongst individuals that gives meaning to the assertion of equality".
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All relationships in schools require recognition and acceptance: those between students and sta as well as those amongst students and amongst sta . And, they are enacted not only through policies and practices, but also in the countless informal personal interactions that take place amongst students and sta in any school.
e purposes of the Framework
As already discussed, the Framework was rst devised as a research tool, or methodological lens, to support the collection, analysis, and presentation of data from the four schools that comprised a multi-site case study. It allowed us to scrutinize the policies, practices, and everyday interactions 
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that contributed to the life of the four schools, and, in doing so, to explore key themes and concerns regarding the relationship between inclusion and achievement. As part of this the research team wanted to consider how related concepts were understood and used by a range of members within the schools and the consequences of those di erent meanings and applications. Hence, the research project was interested in various understandings of ideas associated with inclusion, such as exclusion, integration, special educational needs, di culties in learning and disability, as well as broader notions of social and economic inclusion and exclusion. Likewise, meanings of achievement and related ideas were explored, including academic standards, attainment, progress, performance, aptitude and ability, plus wider conceptualizations of educational achievement. 61 us, the research was also interested in members' underlying beliefs about notions such as "same" and "di erent", "normal" and "other".
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e Framework also supported a consideration of how these issues interacted at di erent levels within and between the four schools: that is, an understanding of the educational experiences not only of an individual child or young person, but also a particular group of students or class, as well as across a whole school and beyond, including local and national in uences and concerns. It was able to take account of the participation of a wide range of members of a school, including students, teachers, support sta , and parents/carers. It set out to understand why one school may be more successful than another, often similar school, at supporting both the inclusion and achievement of its members. It was also concerned with exploring the underlying values and beliefs embedded in the cultures of the schools and identifying existing and potential strategies to raise achievement and inclusion and, thereby, to become increasingly participatory. e key purposes of the Framework, as discussed throughout this article, are summarized here. ese are to:
-Examine the participation of all members of a school: students, teaching and non-teaching sta , and parents/carers; -Explore the complexities of the educational experiences of individual and groups of children and young people and sta , as well as across whole classes, schools, and beyond; -Address why some schools are more successful than other similar schools at supporting both the inclusion and achievement of students and sta ; -Scrutinize a school's policies and practices and everyday interactions so as to reveal the underlying values and beliefs embedded in its cultures; and -Identify existing and potential strategies which are e ective in raising achievement and inclusion, as well as those which may reduce barriers to achievement and inclusion. Not only are all ve purposes closely connected, but they can also lead to what appear to be contradictory ndings. at is, certain policies or practices may promote greater participation for some members of a school whilst reinforcing barriers to participation for others. Indeed, the impact of some policies and practices even on individual members may be ambivalent. One commonplace example identi ed in all four schools was the practice of withdrawing students with low literacy levels from mainstream lessons so as to provide small group intensive teaching in reading and writing. Such provision arguably both supported and impeded their participation. On the one hand, improved literacy competence would allow such students greater access to the curriculum in the future. On the other hand, their withdrawal excluded them from the current learning experiences of their peers in mainstream classes. Clark (et al.) 63 describe this as the "commonality-di erence dilemma". 64 ey argue that if the sta respond to students' diversity, they "ipso facto create di erent forms of provision for di erent students and thus become less than fully inclusive". Yet, if the sta ignore students' diversity, they may exclude them from participation by "o ering them experiences from which they [are] alienated".
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e Framework did not attempt to smooth away these everyday complexities, but to provide a means by which they could be more clearly understood. In each of the four schools, it was perhaps the values and beliefs underpinning the rationale for policies and practices that required our most careful consideration. Table 2 . ese provide the overall structure by which the principal elements of participation can be considered. Each section relates to an aspect of what it means to participate, or not to participate, in the life of a school. Table 3 . Here each of the three main sections are expanded to include a number of related elements, accompanied by a series of questions, to help determine decisions about what evidence to collect, from whom, and how. In many ways, it is the 'why' questions in Table 3 that are most pertinent in understanding participation, for in addressing these, the reasons and purposes underlying 'who' and 'what' are more easily revealed. To make sense of 'why' necessitates an exploration of the underlying values and beliefs which shape the cultures, and thus the policies and practices and everyday interactions, of a school. e experience of using the Framework in the four case study schools suggests that such scrutiny can take time because of the need to develop a level of trust in relationships with school members. However, this research also suggests that these intentions are well worth pursuing.
3.3.-Structuring the Framework
Of course, the three main sections that structure the Framework are unlikely to be experienced by sta and students as discrete entities within a school. erefore, as researchers, choosing where to include speci c aspects of participation is not always straightforward. 'Participation and diversity', in particular, permeates all policies and practices. For example, decisions about admissions within 'participation and access' are likely to be partly based on understandings of and attitudes towards student diversity. Similarly, successful 'participation and collaboration' will be, to some extent, dependent upon the acknowledgement of members that the range of experiences and expertise amongst them is a resource that may enrich the learning of students and sta , rather than simply a problem to be overcome. And, of the three main sections, that of 'participation and diversity' is probably the most problematic in terms of identifying processes of and barriers to participation. is is not only to do with its pervasiveness, but also because the values and beliefs which underpin relationships between members of any school are often unquestioned by sta and students alike. Finally, there is a fourth stage of the Framework, which cannot be reproduced here because of its length.
66 It builds on the Framework's sections, elements, and questions by providing suggestions for the collection of evidence that is likely to be available to researchers, including practitioners. It comprises ideas for interviews, observations, and documentation (plus statistical data), although, of course, there are many other research methods which might be added. Table 4 provides an illustrative extract relating to the element 'Access to spaces and places' (from Section 1 of the Framework, 'Participation and Access: Being ere'). e fourth stage is a resource which can be developed and supplemented in ways which suit di erent researchers' particular concerns, interests, and needs. So, for example, if research is focused on 'creating and maintaining a welcoming and safe school' (as part of 'access to spaces and places') in addition to the suggestions given in Table 4 , researchers might also ask students to record, by taking photographs or using a video camera, those places and spaces in their school where they do, and do not, feel safe.
USING THE FRAMEWORK IN THE RESEARCH PROJECT: A MULTI SITE CASE STUDY
e research was based on two primary and two secondary schools, all situated in the same urban area. As noted earlier, two criteria were applied when selecting the schools: that they enrolled a diverse student population from their local communities, and that they were clearly seeking to develop the achievement of all their students within the context of maintaining an inclusive student intake. However, whilst all four schools shared these characteristics, it was anticipated that the policies and practices which they had developed to support the inclusion and achievement of their students would vary across and within each of the schools in response to their own particular priorities, challenges, and resources. A central purpose of the Framework was to structure the gathering of evidence so as to illustrate the wide range of approaches that di erent practitioners had adopted as they sought to understand, monitor, and develop their students' achievement and inclusion. e project drew on Stake 67 to support the methodological rationale for a multi-site case study. He stresses the importance of describing the overall phenomenon that is being investigated, and e intention of the project was not to seek for broad generalizations across the four schools but rather to gain a clearer knowledge of the whole by considering both commonalities between and variations amongst them. As Stake explains: "Comprehension of the phenomenon … requires knowing not only how it works or does not work in general, independent of local conditions, but how it works under various local conditions". 69 erefore, looking across four schools o ered the possibility of a deeper understanding of the complex phenomena of educational achievement and inclusion, and the relationship between them, as experienced by students and sta . e research team visited the schools over the course of about six months, spending an equivalent of approximately eight days in each school. However, before the eldwork began, we planned our visits using the Framework. We started by taking each one of its three sections ('access', 'collaboration', and 'diversity') in turn. We focused on their elements and considered how we might address their accompanying 'who? ', 'what?', and 'why?' questions (see Table 3 ). We then drew on the fourth part of the Framework to help us to identify sources of evidence to support this and which were likely to be available in the schools (see extract in Table 4 ). is stage of the preparation, however, was cyclical in nature, because in seeking ways to address some questions, we also devised additional evidence sources, and vice versa.
roughout, we aimed to use a variety of methods (interviews and informal conversations, observations, documents, and statistical data), involving a range of di erent members (students, teachers, head teachers, support sta , and parents/carers) and in diverse situations (at work and play, in classrooms, sta rooms, play grounds, corridors, meetings, assemblies, and canteens). Since both inclusion and achievement are complex and uncertain concepts, we were keen to engage in "research [that]provides a source for exposing, even for creating, ambiguity". 70 We did not seek for consistency between, and even within, members of, and situations in, each school. Amongst many other examples that could be given, we were interested in exploring di erences and similarities between: -A school's written policies and the ways in which those policies were enacted in observed practice;
-e values and beliefs ascribed to by a teacher in interview and how those values and beliefs were demonstrated in that teacher's observed relationships with others in the school; -e observed behaviour of students in one lesson and how they behaved in other lessons; -How a teacher was observed speaking to students in lessons and how s/he talked about the same students to colleagues in the sta room as well as during interviews; -How a teaching assistant was observed responding to a learner identi ed as having special educational needs and how a class teacher was similarly observed; and -How a learning support co-ordinator described the needs of a student in an interview and how the same student articulated what s/he wanted.
Once we were clear who we needed to talk to and what we would like to see, we also used the Framework's elements and questions to help to construct the schedules for our semi-structured interviews and observations, as well as to compile an inventory of the school documents and data from the NPD and PLASC that we wanted to examine. By working in this way, once the eldwork was completed, we were able to return to the sections, elements, and questions to structure the analysis, discussion, and presentation of the ndings from each individual school.
Finally, the structure of the Framework was crucial in terms of supporting the research across the four schools within the multi-site case study. We sometimes visited the schools and classrooms in pairs and sometimes individually. Whilst the Framework allowed su cient exibility for each of us to pursue what was of interest in a range of particular and varying contexts, it also provided a coherent structure for discussion when individuals' ndings were shared, thus making it possible for us to consider as a team what counted as evidence, including in the nal stages of analysis and writing. In this way, we were able to identify commonalities amongst and variations between the schools in terms of our examination of the relationship between achievement and inclusion, and so deepen our "comprehension of the phenomenon". 71 5. REFLECTING ON THE USE OF THE FRAMEWORK us far, the original study indicates that the Framework provides a coherent and exible structure to support the collection of data from individual schools and across a multi-site case study, suggesting that it is a helpful tool for researchers who wish to examine more deeply the nature of the relationship between achievement and inclusion. ere are, of course, a number of other such useful resources available, as previously discussed, and the Framework should be seen as complementing these. e concluding section of this article considers the particular contribution that the Framework can make to this work.
5.1.-Practitioner researchers
During the course of the original project, we realised that the Framework could usefully be adapted to support the research needs of practitioners in schools, and we have subsequently shared the materials with teachers who have, indeed, found them to be helpful. A strength of the Framework is that it can be applied in a exible manner so as to suit a range of research concerns and interests, as well as the particular circumstances of individual schools and teachers. Furthermore, all of the suggested sources for evidence (see Table 4 for example) are readily available in schools and, thus, are particularly supportive of practitioners who wish to engage in research activities as part of their professional development. Whilst the Framework does not specify precisely how interviews might be undertaken, or precisely which aspects of school life might be observed, its structure of elements, questions, and evidence sources o ers helpful guidance. Furthermore, the experience of using the Framework in the original project, as well as when supporting the research of practitioners, suggests that asking members of a school to provide narrative accounts of events can be particularly revealing of their values and beliefs as well as the ways in which these are interwoven into the [school's] "own narrative history of shifting values, beliefs and stories". 72 us, in Table 4 , one such suggestion is asking students, sta and/or parents/carers to relate 'stories of bullying'. Other examples used by practitioner-researchers include: a teacher telling a story about why a child has been excluded; a teaching assistant describing a lesson in which s/he worked really well in collaboration with a teacher; and a student relating how s/he spends her/his lunchtimes. Similarly, practitioners' experiences of observations indicate that not only lessons, but also sta rooms, assemblies, playgrounds, canteens, and sta meetings can provide real opportunities to explore, for example, how far policies are put into practice, as well as the nature of the relationships between members of a school. In practical terms, these other situations are also often more accessible for practitionerresearchers who may not be easily released from their own teaching commitments to observe the lessons of their colleagues.
5.2.-Future developments of the Framework
Not only can the Framework be used exibly in a range of di erent ways but that the structure itself is also open to modi cation. Indeed, members of the original research team are currently in the process of adapting it to re ect our developing research interests. 73 We are now focusing more closely on the nature of the relationship between educational achievement and inclusion as part of the daily routines and practices of classrooms. at is, we have become increasingly interested in understanding in detail the teaching and learning approaches and strategies which support the achievement of all children, including those who are designated as having special educational needs. Hence, we are currently trialling, in two primary schools, a new version of the Framework, which has an additional section on 'Participation and achievement: inclusive pedagogy'. By drawing on the work of Rouse, 74 the new elements and questions are intended to examine what members of sta 'know', 'believe', and 'do' about inclusive pedagogy. Another important development for us in this research is our intention to research in closer collaboration with sta . us, the Framework is not only guiding our research in ways that we hope will allow us to identify and examine examples of inclusive pedagogy in action, but will also enable us, by working with practitioners, to articulate these in ways that will be helpful to other teachers and will be supportive of their classroom practice. 
-Final thoughts
Understanding the relationship between inclusion and achievement is of importance to educationalists for a number of reasons, many of which are at the heart of concerns about where and how children and young people should be educated. ese include: the pressures on schools brought about by an increased accountability, the justi cation for allocating additional resources to groups of students, the introduction of national strategies to improve teaching and learning more generally, the development of evidence-based practice, and unease about the morale of teachers and the motivation of students. However, there are undoubtedly real di culties when research sets out to examine concepts that are considered to be, broadly speaking, as unquestionably just and good as achievement and inclusion. e danger is that such endeavours will result in platitudes that encourage an easy consensus rather than challenge current thinking, let alone shape policy and practice. e over-riding rationale for the Framework, as set out in this article, is to support this important work by o ering a research tool which recognizes the complexity of achievement and inclusion and the relationship between them. is is accomplished partly through the detail of its sections, elements, questions, and variety of its evidence sources, and partly through the provision of a structure which is both supportive and exible. Moreover, its theoretical underpinnings have been developed by building on previous research which takes account of the complexity of schools as organizations and the ambiguity of the everyday experiences of students and sta . In so doing, the Framework also acknowledges the often huge demands that are made of teachers who wish to support the inclusion and the achievement of all the children they teach. Its fundamental aim is to learn from sta and children in ways which will be useful to them and to others who work in and with schools. e intention of this article is to contribute to that work. 
